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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s t he magi strate judge's order di sm ssing her
enpl oynment di scrimnation action as untinmely.” W have revi ewed t he
record and find no reversible error. Aclaimnt who fails to file
a conplaint withinthe ninety-day statutory ti ne peri od nandat ed by
Title VII, 42 U S.C. 8§ 2000e-5(f) (1994), generally forfeits her

right to pursue her claim See Baldwin County Welcone Cir. V.

Brown, 466 U.S. 147, 149-51 (1984). Wil e conceding that her com
plaint was filed outside the statutory tine period, Appellant
asserts that, under Virginia' s savings statute, the voluntary
di sm ssal of a previous suit tolled the statute of limtations and
permtted her six nonths fromthe date of dismssal to file her
current action.

However, Appellant is m staken. Where, as here, the plaintiff
voluntarily dism sses a |l awsuit that was brought in federal court,
asserted a purely federal claim and was subject to a federa
statute of limtations, state savings statutes do not apply. See

Beck v. Caterpillar Inc., 50 F.3d 405, 407 (7th Cr. 1995);
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also Brown v. Hartshorne Pub. Sch. Dist., 926 F.2d 959, 961 (10th

Cir. 1991). Accordingly, the statute of limtati ons was not toll ed,
and the magi strate judge properly dism ssed Appellant's action
Because the notice of appeal was tinely filed, we deny Appell ees’

notion to dismss. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of a magistrate
judge under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(c) (1994).



and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the naterials

before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.
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